is strong and repeated evidence from questionnaires and polls that a substantial proportion of high school and college women have negative images of scientists (and for this reason indicate they would not want to marry a scientist),4 do the wives of scientists have substantially different images of them? Since there is also substantial evidence that scientists are strongly masculine (in a stereotypical way)5 in their orientation,6 do the spouses of scientists supply a compensating or balancing effect on the marriage as a whole? Does the fact that one or two of the partners to a marriage is a scientist generate any special kind of stresses on the marriage itself? Does it generate any special kind of benefits? Finally, do women scientists share the same images of scientists as do their non-scientist counterparts? What are their spouses like? In short, if society in general constitutes the broader social support system or environment of science, does the spouse and the family constitute the immediate social support system? It is all the more surprising that these kinds of questions have not been previously raised, given that the spouse of other occupational groups have been extensively studied. For example, the characteristics of the wives of businessmen, the variety of roles they are expected to play, and the functions they serve, have all been investigated. 7 Are the spouses of scientists any less important? Given the reflections of Kubie, one has reason to suspect that the answer is a decisive 'no'.
In order to open the phenomenon up for investigation, two distinct studies were undertaken. The first study consisted of interviews with a select sample of forty-two of the scientists who studied the lunar rocks. 8 The second study consisted of systematic interviews with fourteen physicists and their spouses. These fourteen couples were purposefully selected for participation according to criteria discussed later. They participated fully by completing all the questionnaire items. In addition, five other couples were interviewed on a less systematic basis. These five were recommended during the course of the interviews with the fourteen. As a result of being contacted on a last minute basis, these persons could not be interviewed as systematically or as fully.
Given the rather modest sample size it should be strongly emphasized that the results and conclusions of this study are meant to be suggestive rather than definitive. However, given the strength and the importance of the results obtained even with a modest sample,9 it is hoped that the results will provoke others to inquire into this important and neglected area.
STUDY ONE: THE SPOUSES OF APOLLO
The phenomenon under investigation first came to light as part of a larger study conducted by the senior author into the psychology of the scientists who studied the lunar rocks.10 Very briefly, the study documented the marked differences in style and temperament between a small number of fundamentally differing 'types' of scientists; it also recorded the deep personal attachment that scientists form in relation to their pet theories and/or hypotheses -and, as a result, the subsequent difficulty they often experience in parting with their ideas. Contrary to popular belief, the study documented the functionality (albeit limited) of this behaviour: that is, while there are obvious dangers in having scientists who are committed to their pet ideas, without such commitment scientists would not have the energy to press forward in the development of those ideas. It seems altogether likely that their ideas would suffer a premature death if they were too easily abandoned. Repeated interviews conducted over a three-and-a-half year period, plus a wide variety of questionnaires and projective tests, clearly established the deep emotional involvement of the scientists in their For example, when asked to indicate 'which activity in life gives you the most satisfaction', the overwhelming choice for first place is that of 'my career in science'. While it is also the case that 'family relationships' are the dominant choice for second place, it is clear that 'family relationships' occupy a distinct second position to work.12 In sum, the study13 not only documents the fierce and often bitter competitive struggles for claims of priority so aptly pointed out by Robert K. Merton,14 but it also bears out the earlier observations by Anne Roe and David McClelland:
Creative scientists are unusually hardworking to the extent of appearing almost obsessed with their work [emphasis in originall.Roe,15 in reporting on her [study of] eminent scientists, remarks that the one characteristic all of them seem to have had without exception is an intense devotion to their work. . . . There was never a question of putting in so many hours a day, a week or a year. Instead they worked nights, weekends, holidays, all the time. In fact, she wondered how they ever found time to be with their wives and families. 16 Of the forty-two scientists interviewed, forty-one were male. Since no reference was made to their wives in the initial explanation of the purpose of the study, and since the major interest was directed toward the scientists themselves, it was decided not to interview their wives. It was felt that interviews with the wives might jeopardize further interviews with the scientists. As a result, in the first study the term 'spouse' not only predominantly refers to 'wife', but the men answered for their wives as well.
The response of the scientists were generally distributed between two poles. At the one end were those wives who had no professional career of their own. Their lives seemed dominated by the careers of their husbands. Although these men contended that they talked to their wives all the time, it became clear as they proceeded in the interviews that they talked little to them of science. The general feeling was that their wives either didn't understand much of science or didn't want to. At the other end were those wives who had a separate professional career of their own, a number of them being scientists. In this case there also seemed little talk about science, the wife's career apparently being independent of her husband's. In both cases (as a general rule), there were definite signs of tension manifested in the interviews. Where the scientists experienced little difficulty in offering the frankest and severest comments on the personal and scientific character of their predominantly male colleagues,22 they displayed noticeable difficulty in talking about their spouses. No other part of the study seemed to raise as much nervous apprehension.
We present some representative responses from the interviews as 
STUDY TWO: THE SPOUSES OF PHYSICISTS
A second study was undertaken to check on the extent and the validity of the findings from the first study, to secure the views of spouses directly, and to attempt to talk to as many women as male scientists. Given the sensitive nature of the issues to be explored, it was decided, as in the first study, to form a sample through peer nomination. With the close cooperation of a respected woman physicist who was willing to lend her name to the study, an initial sample of six male and six female American East coast scientists, all of whom were known to be married and working in the field of high energy physics, was formed. The original intention was to interview at least twelve married couples, six of whom it was known contained a male scientist and six of whom contained a female scientist. Given the purpose and rationale of the study, initial contact was in all cases to be made through the scientist, the spouse being contacted subsequently if the scientist first agreed to participate. The actual sample was formed by first contacting eleven American male scientists. Of these eleven, five were married to scientists. themselves. The relatively high percentage of female scientists secured in this way not only helped to fill out the sample with women scientists but it also made it possible to avoid some of the severe scheduling problems that were involved in attempting to interview the female scientists who were originally slated for study. Of the three female scientists through whom initial contact was made, all of the husbands were scientists. All in all, fourteen male scientists were interviewed (hereafter designated as MSs), eight female scientists (FSs) and six female non-scientists (FNSs).
The mean age of the MSs was 41.0 years; all were working as scientists at major universities. The mean age of FSs was 44.0 years; only one of the FSs was currently not working. The mean age of FNSs was 43.2 years. Only two of this group were working. None of the members of the sample had been married before. The average length of marriage for the FSs is 18.2 years; for the FNSs, 12.8 years. There are thus clear differences in age (not to mention such factors as education) between the two groups of women; that there were more significant differences in attitude will become apparent in a moment.
Each of the partners to a marriage was interviewed separately. All of the interviews were conducted by the senior author. Each was tape-recorded for later in-depth analysis. The average length of an interview was an hour-and-a-half.
The interviews were divided into four standard parts each of which was presented in the form of a written questionnaire with scaled items. The scaled items were given for the purpose of permitting direct quantitative comparisons between the groups. In addition, each respondent was strongly encouraged to talk about whatever came to mind as he or she went through the questionnaires, so that ambiguous issues could be clarified, important issues that were not on the questionnaires could be raised, and a respondent could add important qualifications to his or her responses. In sum, as in the first study, qualitative as well as quantitative data were collected from each respondent. 23 The 1.a Science is the most objective way of acquiring knowledge that mankind has yet discovered.
2.a
Science is actually much more subjective than most people are aware of.
3.a
Scientists are not as objective as they would like to think they are.
4.a
Science makes tremendous demands on the time and energy of scientists.
5.a
Science makes great demands on the family of a scientist.
6.a
It takes a special kind of person to be married to a scientist.
7.a, g My spouse sometimes feels that I am more devoted to science than I am to our family.
8.a
There are more social and educational barriers to a women becoming a scientist than there are for a man.
9.a If I had a son who wanted to become a scientist, I
would encourage him to become one. FS3 -There is a tendency to recommend people through an old boys' network and women are generally excluded from this because professors are afraid women won't reflect as well on them as males. When women achieve, people are surprised.28
1.a If I had a daughter who wanted to become a scientist, I would
FS4 -I applied to the National Research Council of X which is the standard place for graduate students to go for summer employment. My application was returned with the comment 'we don't-hire women.' Period! And I happened to be one of the best physics students in my class.
FS5 -There were times when I felt that I wanted to act emotionally and yet I knew that that wasn't the way to get things done. There have been occasions when I felt that I had to work harder to think of things in quantitative terms than some of my male colleagues.
FS6 -I don't know of any woman scientist who hasn't run into prejudice.
When I was in graduate school I wasn't allowed to make observations through the telescope. My thesis advisor was an [astronomical] observer but I wasn't allowed to observe because I was told that women were too weak to work on the mountain. So when I got out of graduate school I was told, 'Are you a theoretician?' 'No.' 'Then you must be an observer.' 'No.' 'Then you must be a decoration. ' Finally, of all the issues in Part 1 the couples were the most divided (both internally within themselves as well as between one another) with regard to 'whether science placed more demands on a family than other professions'. (Note that this was an open-ended question that was asked as part of the overall interview; since it was not scaled, it does not appear in Table 1 No fact is more obvious than the differential yield for science of the two sexes, though it is saved from being trivial only by the further fact that women have not flocked to experimental physical science in increasing numbers as opportunities for higher education for women have been more nearly equalized. In other words, it may not be a social factor -lack of opportunity for women in science -but rather a personality factor -lack of interest in physical science among women -which accounts for the small number of female physical scientists.33
The question that deserves to be confronted by future research is whether the perception of the scientist as being more masculine follows from the perceived versus the actual personalities of men and women; that is, whether the perception follows from actual fact or from a Table 2 reports the discrepancy scores for the various groups. While there are no statistically significant differences between the groups (e.g. the FSs and the FNSs) because of the wide scatter in the scores, there are nevertheless some interesting trends. If anything the trends, rather than providing definitive answers, lead one to ask some important questions for future research.
From Table 2 it is clear that the FSs are on the 'more disturbed' side of the norm for females in disturbed marriages. The question however is: Does this necessarily mean that they are 'disturbed' per se? In taking the MRQ many of the women commented on the anachronistic nature of the items, claiming that they were outdated. In short, are FSs 'disturbed' because they are indeed disturbed or because they have rejected (or have had to reject) the role expectations of a conventional marriage? By the same token are the FNSs 'normal' because they have accepted (or perhaps been forced to accept) a conventional role? We can only hope that future research will address itself to these important questions.
Finally, although there was a tendency for high discrepancy scores in one partner to be associated with high scores in the other, the Pearson product moment correlation was only of the order of 0.25 and not significant. It should be remarked however that the two highest individual scores were found in the same marriage, both partners being scientists.
Part 4: Attitudes toward Feminism
The final part of the interview consisted of the ten items shown in Table 3 
CONCLUDING REMARKS: ON THE AFFECTIVE LIFE OF SCIENCE
It has long been known that science, both as a characteristic method of obtaining knowledge and as a characteristic body of knowledge, has not only emphasized but glorified disinterested objectivity. Indeed, no other institution emphasizes disinterested or unemotional knowing as much as science does. What has not been so readily appreciated is that, as valuable as this way of knowing is (indeed, precisely because it is so valuable) it has exacted a social cost from its silent partners or behind-the-scenes supporters.
No other fact stands out more clearly from this study than that science is deeply dependent upon women for the care and management of its affective or emotional life. Not only did this repeatedly come out in the interviews but it surfaced from some of the quantitative analyses as well (see scales four and nine in Figure 2) . As much as this places a burden on the FNSs, it places a special burden on the FSs. The FSs are especially caught up in a bind or 'role conflict'. On the one hand, the FSs not only affirm but have had to affirm traditionally 
